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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR LI 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 6-June-2006 has been entered. 

2. The amendment filed on 6-June-2006 has been received and entered. Claims 1-59 are 
pending, of which claims 54-59 have been withdrawn from prosecution, therefore, claims 1-53 
are presented for examination. 

Election/Restrictions 

3. This application contains claims 54-59 drawn to an invention nonelected with traverse in 
Paper filed on June 28, 2005. A complete reply to the final rejection must include cancellation 
of nonelected claims or other appropriate action (37 CFR 1.144) See MPEP § 821.01. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 1, 3, 6, 21, 25, 35, 50, and 53 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: 
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In claims 1, 3, and 25, the recitation of "for indexing" in line 7, constitute Intended use 
and does not carry patentable weight since it never has to occur. Claims should be amended to 
recite more firm and positive language (i.e. "to", "based on", "is", "that" or "wherein"). 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claims 6, 21, and 35 recite an "if statement which suggest optionally, passive recitation. 
If the Applicant intended to have the remaining limitations after the "if statement to be 
considered fully and given complete patentable weight. The "if recitation should be changed to 
recite more firm and definite language (i.e. wherein or when). Since "if statement is optional, 
the remaining limitation does not necessarily have to happen (i.e. the assignment of word score). 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claims 50, and 53 are directed to single means, which should be deleted. See MPEP 
2164.08(a) Single Means Claim which states: 

A single means claim, i.e., where a means recitation does not appear in combination with 
another recited element of means, is subject to an undue breadth rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
first paragraph. In re Hyatt, 708 F.2d 712, 714-715, 218 USPQ 195, 197 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (A 
single means claim which covered every conceivable means for achieving the stated purpose was 
held nonenabling for the scope of the claim because the specification disclosed at most only 
those means known to the inventor.). When claims depend on a recited property, a fact situation 
comparable to Hyatt is possible, where the claim covers every conceivable structure (means) for 
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achieving the stated property (result) while the specification discloses at most only those known 
to the inventor. 

In claim 6, the recitation of "enough" is a relative term. The claim should be amended to 
recite more definite and direct language such as 'Threshold" or "limit". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed . 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1, 14-23, 27, 33-37, 40-43, and 46-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Gabriel et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,584,468 Bl). 

As to claims 1, 40, and 41. Gabriel et al. discloses a computer-implemented method of 
implementing a search engine to compile and access subject-specific information from a 
computer network, the method comprising the steps of: 

traversing links between sites on the computer network, by said search engine (See 
Gabriel et al. column 3, 48-56, wherein "crawler" does the traversing of links, and see Gabriel et 
ak column 7, lines 37-43); 
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filtering, by said search engine, contents of each site visited to determine relevancy of 
content to said particular subject (See Gabriel et al. column 7, lines 64-67, and see Gabriel et al. 
column 3, lines 21-30); and 

presenting for indexing, at said search engine, information on each site deemed relevant 
to said particular subject by said filtering (See Gabriel et al. column 2, lines 35-46). 

As to claim 14, and 47, Gabriel et al. discloses wherein at least one of said filtering steps 
comprises the step of: 

passing the contents of the site through a lexicon-based filter, the filter comparing 
contents of the site with terminology found in the lexicon (See Gabriel et al. column 7, lines 62- 
67, and see Gabriel et al column 8, lines 1-10). 

As to claim 15, Gabriel et al. discloses wherein the step of passing the contents of the site 
through a lexicon-based filter comprises the steps of: 

breaking up a web page corresponding to the site contents into component parts (See 
Gabriel et al. column 3, lines 46-63); and 

comparing the contents of each component part with the lexicon (See Gabriel et al. 
column 3, lines 46-63). 



As to claims 16, and 21, Gabriel et al discloses wherein the step of passing the contents 
of the site through a lexicon-based filter further comprises the steps of: 
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assigning a weight to each component part based on a result of the step of comparing 
(See Gabriel et al column 6, lines 15-25, and see Gabriel et al. column 6, lines 44-51); and 

deeming the component part to be relevant if it achieves a high-enough weight (See 
Gabriel et al. column 6, lines 15-25, and see Gabriel et al column 6, lines 44-51). 

As to claims 17, and 22, Gabriel et al. discloses wherein the step of assigning a weight 
comprises the steps of: 

assigning a weight to each word, term, or expression in the component part that matches 
a word, term, or expression in the lexicon, according to a weight associated with the word, tenn, 
or expression (See Gabriel et al. column 3, lines 46-56, also see Gabriel et al. column 6, lines 10- 
20); and 

accumulating a sum of assigned weights, the sum forming the weight assigned to 
the component part (See Gabriel et al. column 64-67, and see Gabriel et al. column 8, lines 1-25). 

As to claims 18, and 23, Gabriel et al. discloses wherein the step of passing the contents 
of the site through a lexicon-based filter further comprises the steps of: 

saving component parts deemed to be relevant to said particular subject and passing them 
to the presenting step (See Gabriel et al. column 6, lines 15-25, and see Gabriel et al. column 7, 
lines 43-61); and 

discarding component parts deemed not to be relevant to said particular subject (See 
Gabriel et al. column 6, lines 44-51). 
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As to claims 9, and 19, Gabriel et al. discloses wherein the step of passing the contents of 
the site through a lexicon-based filter further comprises the steps of: 

if at least one component part is deemed to be relevant to said particular subject, passing 
the web page to the presenting step (See Gabriel et al. column 6, lines 15-25, and see Gabriel et 
al column 7, lines 43-61); and 

if no component part is deemed to be relevant to said particular subject, discarding the 
web page (See Gabriel et al. column 6, lines 44-51). 

As to claim 20, Gabriel et al. discloses wherein the step of passing the contents of the site 
through a lexicon-based filter comprises the step of: 

comparing the contents of a web page corresponding to the site with the lexicon (See 
Gabriel et al column 3, lines 46-63). 

As to claim 27, Gabriel et al. discloses further comprising the step of: 
compiling a database of searchable relevant information (See Gabriel et al. column 7, 
lines 45-48, wherein "compiling" reads on "saved in a master database"). 

As to claim 33, Gabriel et al. discloses wherein the step of compiling a database 
comprises the step of: 

for each relevant site to be stored in the database, assigning a word score to each word 
appearing on that site (See Gabriel et al. column 8, lines 1-20). 
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As to claims 34, and 36, Gabriel et al. discloses wherein the step of assigning word scores 
comprises the steps of: 

determining all sites found in the database that contain links to the site (See Gabriel et al. 
column 8, lines 43-69); 

for each word on the site, assigning a word score for that word based at least in part on its 
presence on each site containing a link to the site (See Gabriel et al. column 8, lines 1-20). 

As to claims 35, and 37, Gabriel et al. discloses wherein the step of assigning a word 
score for that word further comprises the step of increasing the word score for each site 
containing a link to the site if the word appears in close proximity to the link (See Gabriel et al. 
column 8, lines 15-27). 

As to claim 42, Gabriel et al. discloses further comprising the step of: monitoring a depth 
for each link, the depth being a reflection of relevance (See Gabriel et al. column 9, lines 1-11). 

As to claim 43, Gabriel et al. discloses wherein the step of monitoring comprises the 
steps of: 

for a given site being visited, setting depths of any links leading from that site to other 
sites to a depth of a link traversed to reach the given site (See Gabriel et al. column 9, lines 1- 

ii); 
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if the given site is determined to be relevant to said particular subject in the filtering step, 
setting the depths of the links leading from that site to zero (See Gabriel et al. column 9, lines 34- 
58); and 

if the given site is determined not to be relevant to said particular subject in the filtering 
step, incrementing the depths of the links leading from that site (See Gabriel et al. column 10, 
lines 35-42). 

As to claim 46, Gabriel et al. discloses a system to implement a search engine to compile 
and permit accessing of subject-specific information from a computer network, the system 
comprising: 

a host computer to execute software stored upon a computer-readable storage medium to 
implement said search engine, the software comprising: • 

a smart crawler of said search engine to traverse the computer network (See Gabriel et al. 
column 3, 48-56, wherein "crawler" does the traversing of links, and see Gabriel et al. column 7, 
lines 37-43); 

a first filter of said search engine, to filter out sites that are irrelevant to said particular 
subject, and permitting only sites relevant to said particular subject to pass (See Gabriel et al. 
column 7, lines 64-67, and see Gabriel et al. column 3, lines 21-30); and 

an indexer of said search engine to index the relevant sites (See Gabriel et al. column 2, 
lines 35-46); and 
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memory, connected to the host computer, to store indexed subject-specific information 
(See Gabriel et al. column 7, lines 46-61). 

As to claim 48, Gabriel et al. discloses wherein the system further comprises an 
interchangeable computer-readable storage medium on which is stored a lexicon for the lexicon- 
based filter, the lexicon containing terminology specific to said particular subject (See Gabriel et 
ah column 3, lines 46-63). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 2-13, 24-25, 45, 50-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gabriel et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,584,468 Bl) in view of Chen (U.S. Patent No. 6,349,307 
Bl). 

As to claims 2, 24, 49, and 51, Gabriel et al. does not teach further comprising the step 

of: 

filtering the contents of a site at least a second time for relevancy to said particular 
subject, prior to the step of presenting. 
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Chen teaches filtering the contents of a site at least a second time for relevancy to said 
particular subject, prior to the step of presenting (See Chen column 8, lines 25-37). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Gabriel et al. with the teachings of Chen to 
include a second filtering step by a user (i.e. human) because it allows for better search results, 
more accurate, retrieved and customized to the user's liking (See Chen column 8, lines 36-37). 

As to claims 3, 25, and 50, Gabriel et al. as modified discloses wherein at least one of 
said filtering steps comprises the steps of: 

presenting the contents to a human editor via a human-computer interface (See Chen 
column 8, lines 25-37); 

approving, by the human editor, if the contents are deemed relevant to said particular 
subject (See Chen column 8, lines 25-37); and 

disapproving, by the human editor, if the contents are not deemed relevant to said 
particular subject (See Chen column 8, lines 25-37), 

wherein said presenting the contents, approving, and disapproving are preformed prior to 
said step of presenting for indexing (See Chen column 8, lines 40-50, wherein "prior to 
indexing" reads on "allows user to adjust" then store then or re-present them in hierarchy). 



As to claim 4, Gabriel et al. as modified discloses wherein at least one of said filtering 
steps comprises the step of: 
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passing the contents of the site through a lexicon-based filter, the filter comparing 
contents of the site with terminology found in the lexicon (See Gabriel et al column 7, lines 62- 
67, and see Gabriel et al column 8, lines 1-10, also see Chen column 8, lines 33-50). 

As to claim 5, Gabriel et al. as modified discloses wherein the step of passing the 
contents of the site through a lexicon-based filter comprises the steps of: 

breaking up a web page corresponding to the site contents into component parts (See 
Gabriel et al. column 3, lines 46-63); and 

comparing the contents of each component part with the lexicon (See Gabriel et al. 
column 3, lines 46-63). 

As to claims 6, and 1 1, Gabriel et al as modified discloses wherein the step of passing 
the contents of the site through a lexicon-based filter further comprises the steps of: 

assigning a weight to each component part based on a result of the step of comparing 
(See Gabriel et al. column 6, lines 15-25, and see Gabriel et al. column 6, lines 44-51); and 

deeming the component part to be relevant if it achieves a high-enough weight (See 
Gabriel et al. column 6, lines 15-25, and see Gabriel et al. column 6, lines 44-51). 

As to claims 7, and 1 2, Gabriel et al. as modified discloses wherein the step of assigning 
a weight comprises the steps of: 

assigning a weight to each word, term, or expression in the component part that matches 
a word, term, or expression in the lexicon, according to a weight associated with the word, tenn, 



Application/Control Number: 10/082,354 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2165 

or expression (See Gabriel et al. column 3, lines 46-56, also see Gabriel et al. column 6, lines 10- 
20); and 

accumulating a sum of assigned weights, the sum forming the weight assigned to the 
component part (See Gabriel et al. column 64-67, and see Gabriel et al. column 8, lines 1-25). 

As to claims 8, and 1 3, Gabriel et al. as modified discloses wherein the step of passing 
the contents of the site through a lexicon-based filter further comprises the steps of: 

saving component parts deemed to be relevant to said particular subject and passing them 
to the presenting step (See Gabriel et al column 6, lines 15-25, and see Gabriel et al column 7, 
lines 43-61); and 

discarding component parts deemed not to be relevant to said particular subject (See 
Gabriel et ah column 6, lines 44-51). 

As to claim 9, Gabriel et al. as modified discloses wherein the step of passing the 
contents of the site through a lexicon-based filter further comprises the steps of: 

if at least one component part is deemed to be relevant to said particular subject, passing 
the web page to the presenting step (See Gabriel et al. column 6, lines 15-25, and see Gabriel et 
al column 7, lines 43-61); and 

if no component part is deemed to be relevant to said particular subject, discarding the 
web page (See Gabriel et al. column 6, lines 44-51). 
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As to claim 10, Gabriel et al. as modified discloses wherein the step of passing the 
contents of the site through a lexicon-based filter comprises the step of: 

comparing the contents of a web page corresponding to the site with the lexicon (See 
Gabriel et al. column 3, lines 46-63). 

As to claims 45, and 53, Gabriel et al. does not teach wherein at least one of said filtering 
steps comprises the steps of: 

presenting the contents to a human editor via a human-computer interface; 

approving, by the human editor, if the contents are deemed relevant to said particular 
subject; 

disapproving, by the human editor, if the contents are not deemed relevant to said 
particular subject; and 

wherein said presenting the contents, approving, and disapproving are preformed prior to 
said step of presenting for indexing. 

Chen teaches wherein at least one of said filtering steps comprises the steps of: 

presenting the contents to a human editor via a human-computer interface (See Chen 
column 8, lines 25-37); 

approving, by the human editor, if the contents are deemed relevant to said particular 
subject (See Chen column 8, lines 25-37); and 

disapproving, by the human editor, if the contents are not deemed relevant to said 
particular subject (See Chen column 8, lines 25-37), 
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wherein said presenting the contents, approving, and disapproving are preformed prior to 
said step of presenting for indexing (See Chen column 8, lines 40-50, wherein "prior to 
indexing" reads on "allows user to adjust" then store then or re-present them in hierarchy). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Gabriel et al. with the teachings of Chen to 
include a second filtering step by a user (i.e. human) because it allows for better search results, 
more accurate, retrieved and customized to the user's liking (See Chen column 8, lines 36-37). 

As to claim 52, Gabriel et al. as modified discloses wherein the system further comprises 
an interchangeable computer-readable storage medium on which is stored a lexicon for the 
lexicon-based filter, the lexicon containing terminology specific to said particular subject (See 
Gabriel et al. column 3, lines 46-63). 

9. Claims 26, 28-32, and 38-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gabriel et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,584,468 Bl) in view of Aridor et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,636,848 Bl). 

As to claim 26, Gabriel et al. does not teach replacing the lexicon with a lexicon 
corresponding to a different subject in order to create a different subject-specific database. 

Aridor et al. teaches replacing the lexicon with a lexicon corresponding to a different 
subject in order to create a different subject- specific database (See Aridor et al. column 10, lines 
1-29, and also see Aridor et al. column 9, lines 42-55). 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Gabriel et al. with the teachings of Aridor et al. to 
include replacing the lexicon with a lexicon corresponding to a different subject in order to 
create a different subject- specific database because it provides for more accurate and better 
access to user specified search terms. 

As to claim 28, Gabriel et al. does not teach further comprising the steps of: 
permitting a user to enter a query; and 

searching the database for information according to the query. 

Although, Gabriel et al. does not explicitly teaches user query in the summary of the 
invention, he teaches it to be well known in the art (See Gabriel et al. column 2, lines 1-4, prior 
art). 

Aridor et al. teaches permitting a user to enter a query (See Aridor et al. column 4, lines 
11-20); and 

searching the database for information according to the query (See Aridor et al column 4, 
lines 11-20). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Gabriel et al. with the teachings of Aridor et al. to 
include entering, searching, and refining searches based on a user query because it is common in 
the database are to retrieve and refine queries by user to gather data. 
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As to claims 29, and 32, Gabriel et al. as modified discloses further comprising the step 

of: 

displaying information found in said step of searching in a hierarchical format (See 
Gabriel et al. Figure 5, shows ranked search results in hierarchical order, also see Aridor et al. 
column 11, lines 30-34). 

As to claim 30, Gabriel et al. as modified discloses further comprising the step of: 
determining a site ranking for each site associated with information found in said 
searching step, where the determining is according to how interesting at least one of authors and 
users of the computer network have found the site associated with the information (See Aridor et 
al column 2, lines 1-7, prior art, also see Aridor et al column 4, lines 10-30, wherein "how 
interesting" reads on "user preference"). 

As to claim 31 , Gabriel et al as modified discloses further comprising the step of: 
displaying the results of the user query using the site ranking of each item of information 

found in the search to determine an order in which the results are displayed (See Gabriel et al. 

Figure 5, shows ranked search results in hierarchical order, also see Aridor et al. column 1 1, lines 

30-34). 



As to claim 32, Gabriel et al. as modified discloses wherein the step of displaying the 
results of the user query comprises the step of: 



Application/Control Number: 10/082,354 Page 18 

Art Unit: 2165 

displaying the results of the user query in a hierarchical format according to site ranking 
(See Gabriel et al. Figure 5, shows ranked search results in hierarchical order, and shows site 
ranking by weighted score, also see Aridor et al. column 11, lines 30-34). 

As to claim 38, Gabriel et al. does not teach further comprising the steps of: 
entering a user query; 

using the user query to search the database; and 

computing a site ranking for each site associated with information found in said searching 
step, the site ranking being computed based on said word scores (See Aridor et al. column 11, 
lines 30-34). 

Although, Gabriel et al. does not explicitly teaches user query in the summary of the 
invention, he teaches it to be well known in the art (See Gabriel et al. column 2, lines 1-4, prior 
art). 

Aridor et al. teaches entering a user query (See Aridor et al. column 4, lines 1 1-20); 

using the user query to search the database (See Aridor et al. column 4, lines 1 1-20); and 

computing a site ranking for each site associated with information found in said searching 
step, the site ranking being computed based on said word scores. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Gabriel et al. with the teachings of Aridor et al. to 
include entering, searching, and refining searches based on a user query because it is common in 
the database are to retrieve and refine queries by user to gather data. 
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As to claim 39, Gabriel et al. as modified discloses wherein the step of computing a site 
ranking comprises the steps of: 

for each site associated with information found in said searching step, summing the word 
scores for that site corresponding to words in the user query (See Aridor et al column 1 1 , lines 
30-34). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

10. Claim 44 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

11. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-59 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. See PTO-Form 892 for list of Cited References. 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Neveen Abel-Jalil whose telephone number is 571-272-4074. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM-5: 30PM EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeffrey A. Gaffm can be reached on 571-272-4146. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Neveen Abel-Jalil 
August 21, 2006 



